Abstract Are maximizers less satisfied with their choices than satisficers? This research provides a novel perspective on this question by distinguishing between two types of consumer goals: autotelic, when choice is a goal in itself, and instrumental, when a choice is a means to achieving other goals. Study 1 showed that maximizers value autotelic experiences more than satisficers. Study 2 experimentally manipulated the choice goal and found that maximizers compared to satisficers experience higher choice satisfaction when the choice goal is autotelic rather than instrumental. Additionally, evidence is provided for the underlying mechanism (perceived ease of choice) as well as downstream consequences (consumers' willingness to pay for their chosen option). These findings advance a conceptualization of maximizers as consumers seeking self-contained meaning in choice and provide new insights into the relation between maximizing and choice satisfaction. Theoretical and practical implications for consumer decision-making are discussed.
Introduction
Are consumers who aim to make the best possible choice (maximizers) less satisfied with their choices than consumers who tend to settle for a Bgood enoughô ption (satisficers)? This seems to be what many studies that examine this question suggest (Besharat et al. 2014; Carrillat et al. 2011; Chowdhury et al. 2009; Iyengar et al. 2006; Leach and Patall 2013; Polman 2010 ; Schwartz et al.
Autotelic versus instrumental goals
The word autotelic, from the Greek auto (self) and telos (goal), means having a meaning and purpose in and not apart from itself (Csikszentmihalyi 1997) . In decision-making, an autotelic choice can be defined as a choice that derives its meaning and purpose from within, from the act of choosing itself. This is the case when consumption experiences are Bsought as goals in themselves and not as intermediate steps to achieve higher-end goals^ (Botti and McGill 2011, p. 1067) . In contrast, an instrumental choice can be defined as a choice that does not contain its meaning and purpose but rather derives it from outside the act of choosing. This is the case when consumption experiences Bserve a goal beyond that inherent in the experience itself^ (Botti and McGill 2011, p. 1067) . To illustrate, an autotelic choice would be to choose a specific dish on the menu for the sheer pleasure of eating, whereas an instrumental choice would be to choose a certain dish in order to learn about a foreign culture (Botti and McGill 2011) . This distinction draws on self-determination theory, which investigates the effects of intrinsic and extrinsic goals on motivation (Ryan and Deci 2000) .
In the marketing literature, several studies have examined the differentiated impact of autotelic and instrumental goals. For example, Choi and Fishbach (2011) found that when the act of choosing serves as its own end, consumers experience less depletion than when the act of choosing is a means to an external goal. Similarly, Laran and Janiszewski (2011) found that volitional behaviors that are construed as work (extrinsically motivated) deplete self-control resources, whereas volitional behaviors that are construed as fun (intrinsically motivated) replete them. Botti and McGill (2011) showed that being able to choose (versus having the choice externally imposed) increases satisfaction when choice is autotelic but not when it is instrumental. Taken together, these studies suggest that autotelic goals can be more motivating and rewarding than instrumental ones. The current research integrates autotelic choice goals into the maximizing literature as a novel factor that boosts maximizers' satisfaction with their choices and argues that autotelic choice goals are more motivating for maximizers than for satisficers.
Maximizers and preference for autotelic experiences
Prior research has suggested that engagement in autotelic goals can be conceptualized as a personality trait (Asakawa 2004; Baumann 2012; Busch et al. 2013; Csikszentmihalyi 1990; Johnson et al. 2014; Ross and Keiser 2014) . Individuals with an autotelic personality engage in activities for their own sake, because they are inherently rewarding, and not in order to achieve a specific goal. This quality has been described by Csikszentmihalyi (1997) as disinterested interest because it denotes Ba focus on task-inherent as opposed to purpose-related incentives^ (Baumann 2012, p.167) . Domain-specific individual differences in autotelic versus instrumental goals have also been examined in the marketing literature, for example, with regards to consumers' need for touch (Peck and Childers 2003) . The current research argues that individual differences in engagement in autotelic goals can also be of relevance to research on maximizing. Given the association between autotelic personality and openness to challenges and persistence (Baumann 2012) , it could be argued that maximizers, who strive for the best, value autotelic experiences more than satisficers, who settle for merely Bgood enough.^Moreover, given that autotelic individuals are motivated more by intrinsic rather than extrinsic rewards (Nakamura and Csikszentmihalyi 2002) , maximizers might also value intrinsic goals more than extrinsic goals.
Hypothesis 1a: Maximizers value autotelic experiences more than satisficers. Hypothesis 1b: Maximizers value intrinsic (versus extrinsic) goals more than satisficers.
Maximizers and choice satisfaction with autotelic goals
Besides valuing autotelic experiences and intrinsic (versus extrinsic) goals more than satisficers, maximizers should also be more satisfied with autotelic (versus instrumental) choice goals compared to satisficers. This proposition builds on recent research showing that maximizers experience higher eudaimonic well-being than satisficers, although they do not differ in hedonic well-being (Kokkoris 2016) . Eudaimonic wellbeing is related to meaningfulness, which is conceptually and empirically distinct from happiness (Baumeister et al. 2013 ). Contrary to popular belief that maximizers are unhappy individuals (e.g., Schwartz et al. 2002) , they might be more inclined to seek meaning and purpose in life rather than positive affective experiences. Having high standards in choice might be one way for maximizers to achieve a meaningful life. This assumption is supported by empirical findings showing that maximizers underestimate time when choosing (Btime flies^), which probably implies that they immerse themselves in the choice regardless of task requirements (Misuraca and Teuscher 2013) . Thus, maximizers might experience a choice as more rewarding if it is framed as inherently meaningful and purposeful rather than as linked to an external purpose or a higher-end goal.
Hypothesis 2: An autotelic (versus instrumental) choice goal will result in higher choice satisfaction for maximizers than for satisficers.
The mediating role of perceived ease
Autotelic goals can be motivating (Choi and Fishbach 2011) and vitalizing (Laran and Janiszewski 2011) , and autotelic engagement is associated with lower perceptions of stress and strain in demanding situations (Baumann 2012) . Thus, an autotelic choice frame may make the search for the best look less strenuous and effortful. However, the subjective perception of ease of choice should be understood as contingent on regulatory fit-i.e., the Bit-feels-right^experience that arises when people adopt goal strategies that match their goal orientations (Aaker and Lee 2006; Higgins 2005) . A choice strategy that focuses consumers on seeking the best for the sake of choosing and not for any purpose outside choice should induce a stronger fit for maximizers, whose chronic goal orientation is to make the best choice, than for satisficers, who do not strive to invest heavily in choosing optimally. This sense of fit between choice goal and personal disposition should make choice feel easy and subsequently enhance satisfaction with the chosen option.
Hypothesis 3: The interaction effect of autotelic (versus instrumental) choice goal and maximizing on choice satisfaction will be mediated by perceived ease of choice.
Downstream consequences on willingness to pay
A related question is whether maximizers' higher satisfaction with autotelic versus instrumental choice also has downstream consequences on the monetary value consumers place on their chosen option. Does their higher satisfaction also translate into a higher willingness to pay (WTP) for the option of their choice? Consumer satisfaction is a driver of consumers' WTP for products and services (Homburg et al. 2005) . Therefore, it was assumed that choice satisfaction might, in turn, increase maximizers' WTP in order to obtain the product of their choice. Specifically, by increasing maximizers' choice satisfaction, autotelic (versus instrumental) choice might also increase their WTP for their chosen option.
Hypothesis 4: An autotelic (versus instrumental) choice will increase maximizers' as opposed to satisficers' WTP for their chosen option through increasing choice satisfaction.
Study 1 is a correlational study that examines whether maximizers are drawn to autotelic goals more than satisficers (hypothesis 1).
Method

Participants
Data from 250 British participants were collected online on Prolific Academic (Peer et al. 2017) . Data from 11 participants who failed to provide any answer to an openended question (see Sect. 2.1.2) were excluded from further analyses. The final sample comprised 239 participants (53 men, 186 women; age 18 to 84 years, M = 35.05, SD = 10.53).
Procedure
Participants first completed the maximizing tendency scale (Diab et al. 2008 ) by indicating their agreement (1 = strongly disagree; 7 = strongly agree) with nine items (α = 0.85; e.g., BNo matter what it takes, I always try to choose the best thing^). This scale has been recommended as the most suitable measurement of the maximizing construct among the various available alternatives (Cheek and Schwartz 2016) . Then, participants answered one question assessing the importance of autotelic goals adjusted from Csikszentmihalyi et al. (1993) . The question was as follows: BHow important is it for you to do something where you feel that the activity is worth doing in itself, even if there are no other benefits associated with it (for instance, financial reward, improved skills, recognition from others, and so on)?^. Participants were also asked to provide their own examples of autotelic experiences in an open-ended question. Finally, participants filled out a short version of the aspirations index (Kasser and Ryan 1996) assessing the importance of various life goals (1 = extremely unimportant; 7 = extremely important). Six items (α = 0.79) pertained to the importance of three extrinsic life goals (fame, image, wealth; e.g., BTo be admired by many people^), and eight items (α = 0.81) pertained to the importance of four intrinsic life goals (community, relationships, health, growth; e.g., BTo know and accept who I really am^).
Results
Consistent with hypothesis 1a, results showed that maximizing was positively associated with the importance of autotelic goals (B = 0.22; SE = 0.10; p = .024). Moreover, consistent with hypothesis 1b, although participants who scored higher on maximizing assigned higher importance both to intrinsic life goals (B = 0.31, SE = 0.05, p < .001) and extrinsic life goals (B = .22, SE = .08, p = .006), maximizing was more strongly associated with intrinsic than extrinsic goals (Fisher's z = 1.98, p = .024 (one-tailed)). Additionally, a significant interaction between intrinsic and extrinsic goals on maximizing (B = − 0.30, SE = 0.11, p = .006, 95% CI = [− 0.512, − 0.087]) suggests that maximizing was more pronounced among those assigning lower value to extrinsic but higher value to intrinsic goals (B = 0.75, SE = 0.17, p < .001, 95% CI = [0.410, 1.080]).
Descriptive statistics and inter-correlations of all measures are provided in Table 1 . In short, study 1 shows that maximizers value autotelic experiences more than satisficers and are more likely than satisficers to pursue intrinsic compared to extrinsic life goals.
Study 2
Study 2 is an experimental study that examines whether maximizers are more satisfied with autotelic (versus instrumental) choices than satisficers (hypothesis 2). Moreover, the underlying mechanism based on perceived ease (hypothesis 3) as well as downstream consequences on WTP for the chosen option (hypothesis 4) were also investigated.
Method
Participants
Data from 208 US participants were collected online on Amazon MTurk (Buhrmester et al. 2011; Casler et al. 2013; Hauser and Schwarz 2016; Paolacci et al. 2010) . Data from 21 participants who failed an attention check (see Sect. 3.1.2) were excluded from further analyses. The final sample comprised 187 participants (81 men, 106 women; age 18 to 72 years, M = 35.00, SD = 11.24).
Procedure
Participants first completed the maximizing tendency scale as in study 1 (α = 0.88; Diab et al. 2008) . Then, participants were informed that they would receive a menu consisting of ten types of cheese from which they had to pick one that was to their liking. At that point, participants were randomly assigned either to an autotelic goal condition, which focused participants on the inherent benefits of choosing (e.g., Bthis will enable you to find a cheese you will really like^and Bit is important that you can select an option you really want when deciding about something^), or an instrumental goal condition, which focused participants on an external purpose, namely, learning about cheese (e.g., Bthis will enable you to learn a lot about different cheeses^and Bit is important that you have knowledge about what options are actually out there when deciding about something^) (instructions adopted from McNeill et al. 2012, p. 327) . Therefore, participants in both conditions had exactly the same task, that is, to choose a cheese of their liking, and only the choice goal, autotelic versus instrumental, varied. On the next page, participants were presented with ten cheese options. For each option, the name of the type of cheese and a picture were provided followed by brief information about the flavor, texture, source of milk, fat rate, origin, and usage. After choosing one type of cheese, participants were asked to rate their satisfaction with their choice (1 = very unsatisfied; 7 = very satisfied) and the ease of making the choice (1 = very difficult; 7 = very easy). Next, to assess participants' WTP for the chosen cheese, a choice titrator was used (McNeill et al. 2012) . Participants were presented with consecutive offers to buy a piece of their chosen cheese, valued at $12. These offers ranged from $0.50 (lowest price) to $12.00 (full price), with the price rising by $0.50 per question. Participants were asked to indicate whether they would accept each offer. As a manipulation check, participants indicated to what extent each one of four items (interesting, enjoyable, meaningful, worthwhile; α = 0.91) described the choice task. The items were inspired by the intrinsic motivation inventory (Ryan 1982) , which is a multidimensional instrument to assess participants' subjective experience of experimental tasks. All four items loaded on one factor that explained 78.54% of the total variance. Finally, participants indicated to what extent they considered themselves to be cheese experts (1 = not at all; 7 = very much) and completed an attention check (Oppenheimer et al. 2009 ).
Results
Manipulation check
Participants in the autotelic condition (M = 4.80, SD = 1.50) experienced the choice task as more intrinsically motivating (i.e., interesting, enjoyable, meaningful, and worthwhile) than participants in the instrumental condition (M = 4.37, SD = 1.54), t(185) = 1.91, p = .027 (one-tailed), d = 0.28. The manipulation was successful.
Choice satisfaction
To examine whether maximizers (compared to satisficers) are more satisfied with their choice when the goal is autotelic rather than instrumental (hypothesis 2), a moderation model with 5000 bootstraps was tested (PROCESS model 1; Hayes 2013). Choice goal (dummy-coded as 0 = autotelic, 1 = instrumental) served as the independent variable, maximizing as the moderator, and choice satisfaction as the dependent variable. Results showed a significant interaction between choice goal and maximizing (B = − 0.34, SE = 0.14, p = .014, 95% CI = [− 0.601, − 0.070]) (Fig. 1) . Spotlight analyses further indicated that maximizers (participants scoring 1 SD above the mean, i. Table 2 . In short, results showed that maximizers experienced higher choice satisfaction when making a choice for the sake of choosing (autotelic goal) rather than for an external purpose such as learning (instrumental goal). 
Mediation through perceived ease
To examine whether maximizers (as opposed to satisficers) find choice easier when the goal is autotelic rather than instrumental, a moderation model with 5000 bootstraps was tested ( 
Discussion
This research examined maximizers' and satisficers' satisfaction with their choices by introducing the distinction between autotelic choice, which is a goal in itself, and instrumental choice, which is a means to achieving other goals. Study 1 (correlational) showed that maximizers value autotelic goals more than satisficers. Study 2 (experimental) showed that if the choice goal is framed as autotelic (versus instrumental), choice satisfaction is higher for maximizers than for satisficers. The underlying mechanism of this effect is a differentiated perception of the ease of the choice. As the autotelic (versus instrumental) choice better fits maximizers' disposition to always choose the best than satisficers' tendency to settle for merely Bgood enough,^maxi-mizers perceive such a choice as easier and this subjective perception of ease drives their satisfaction. Moreover, higher choice satisfaction in turn translates to higher WTP for their chosen option.
Theoretical and practical contributions
These findings provide novel insights into consumer decision-making and make a number of theoretical and managerial contributions. First, they contribute to the growing literature examining moderators of maximizers' satisfaction with their choices, such as reversible versus irreversible choices (Shiner 2015) or maximization goals versus strategy (Hughes and Scholer 2017) . Second, they converge with recent studies showing that maximizers' choice satisfaction is undermined by a high responsiveness to normative concerns, such as choosing the objectively best option (Luan and Li 2017a) , and external influences, such as comparing one's choices with others' choices (Weaver et al. 2015) . The current research suggests one way to remedy this. Shifting maximizers' focus from extrinsic standards to the intrinsic meaning of choosing may calibrate their inner compass and increase their choice satisfaction. Third, these results add to the literature questioning the assumption that maximizers are less satisfied than satisficers (e.g., Diab et al. 2008; Kokkoris 2016) and draw attention to the interaction between maximizing and features of the choice task, such as consumer goals. Fourth, this research elaborates on the link between maximizing and search for meaning by focusing on stimulus-dependent satisfaction rather than broader assessments of subjective well-being (Kokkoris 2016) . Fifth, another novel insight of these findings is that satisficers may not benefit from autotelic (versus instrumental) choices as much as maximizers do. If anything, they even tend to be more satisfied with instrumental choices, although not significantly so. This resonates with recent research showing that satisficers, compared to maximizers, are more concerned about practical issues such as feasibility (Luan and Li 2017b) . This finding also points to a potential boundary condition of self-determination theory, which is in line with recent research exploring such conditions (e.g., Abeyta et al. 2017; Chen and Sengupta 2014) . Finally, the current findings also have important managerial implications. They suggest that marketing communication strategies that activate autotelic goals may be particularly effective in pleasing consumers who are maximizers and are thought of as being hard to satisfy.
Limitations and future research
As a foray into a new topic, there are a few limitations of this research. Whereas study 1 provided evidence about the link between maximizing and autotelic goals at the personality level, thus implicating a variety of situations pertaining to autotelic goals, study 2 experimentally tested the hypothesis in only one consumer domain. Future research can test whether this effect generalizes across domains. However, by using a rather inconsequential choice task and a product domain that is low in symbolism, this research can be considered a rather conservative test of the hypothesis. Moreover, only one type of instrumental goal was studied, namely, a learning focus. Future research could examine the impact of other types of instrumental goals as well, such as self-presentation goals. Additionally, these findings invite further research on other features of the choice task that can affect choice satisfaction differently among maximizers and satisficers. Finally, autotelic and instrumental goals in this research were conceptualized as a dichotomy based on ideal types. However, they may also be conceptualized as two ends of a continuum. Future research can examine more fine-grained distinctions between goals, as well as the possibility that there might be discrepancies between explicit and implicit goals (e.g., what is perceived as an autotelic goal at an explicit level might be instrumental at an implicit level).
Conclusion
In a nutshell, this research advances understanding of consumer decision-making by exploring the role of consumer goals in determining maximizers' and satisficers' choice satisfaction. According to preliminary evidence presented here, maximizers might be better understood as consumers actively seeking self-contained meaning in choice. As such, they may benefit more from searching for meaning and purpose inherent in choice rather than in external goals. After all, it is the journey that matters and not the destination and this might be particularly true for those who truly aspire to make the best of the journey.
